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Abstract: This article is a response to Piché and Walby’s (2010) criticism of ‘carceral tours’.  It uses 40 reflective accounts, completed by final year students at Birmingham City University, of their visit to HMP Grendon – an annual visit which has been ongoing for ten years – to argue that this ‘carceral tour’ has pedagogical value to the students and is also important to the prisoners and prison staff.


Keywords: carceral tour; HMP Grendon; pedagogy; research methods; student experience



Based on documents that they had released through Access to Information requests about ‘carceral tours’ in the Correctional Service of Canada (CSC), Piché and Walby (2010) have recently ‘problematized the use of carceral tours as a research method and as a pedagogic tool’ (p.579).  In this they would find support from Brown (2009), who suggests that carceral tours enact a fantasy of rehabilitation for the penal spectator; Adams (2001), who argues that the bodies of prisoners become a spectacle for public consumption; and, finally, Dey (2009), who suggests that within these tours the voices of prisoners become relegated to the margins. Given these findings, Piché and Walby (2010) maintain that: ‘it is difficult to see what justifications can be made for employing prison tours in either research or teaching, when the tours’ objectification of prisoners violates a central tenet of both research and teaching: that the dignity of individuals should be respected’ (p.573).Piche and Walby’s methodological and pedagogical concerns stem directly from the materials that they uncovered through their Access to Information requests for such items as standing orders, security protocols and instructions to prison staff outlining what should be done prior to and during any tour to meet the CSC’s policy objectives from 2000 to 2008.  In gaining access to this ‘back stage of carceral tour productions’, Piché and Walby claim that what they have discovered is that these tours are ‘staged’ and ‘scripted in ways that reduce their research and pedagogical value’ (p.579).  For them, this ‘impression management’ on the part of CSC is at the heart of the ‘problematization’ of carceral tours that they outline.  However, Piché and Walby do not provide information as to how those who participated on any of these tours responded to their visits – and who presumably may have been able to see through how they were being staged and scripted.  Nor did they themselves take part in any tour, believing that to do so could not be justified given the perceived intrusion that such a tour would involve for the prisoner.  The ethical dimension of such tours is, of course, important, and we return to this issue below.  
However, does the carceral tour – to use Piche and Walby’s phrase – have any pedagogical and research value, even after having acknowledged the careful scripting of such tours that emerges from their exploration of Canadian carceral tours?  Is this “impression management” unexpected or unusual, either within prisons, or within other institutions?  After all, with regard to the staging and scripting of carceral tours and of the ways that prison officers and officials manage these tours, we note that almost half a century ago in the pioneering work of Goffman (1961) and, more recently, Butler (1993) and Lawler (2008), performance (for Goffman) or performativity (for Butler), is, in general, central to the presentation or production of the self, respectively.  Indeed, Lawler’s analysis of Goffman leads her to suggest that ‘We are constantly playing various parts, what these parts add up to is ourselves’ (2008, p.106).   Thus at one level, we are not surprised that Piché and Walby found prison visits to be carefully scripted as we all continuously and carefully present and re-present our self(s) to ourselves and others. Indeed, building on Butler’s insights a number of authors have shown that, despite Higher Education institutions’ efforts to manage and rework academics’ identities by requiring them to demonstrate compliance with ever increasing ‘audit trails’, there is a significant difference between what one says one does ‘when making audited and auditable accounts of themselves, and what they do and say in practice’, (Petersen and Davies (2010:95; and also see, Canaan 2008 and 2010; Hey 2006).   This would suggest that, with regard to staged and scripted carceral tours, those living or working within these institutions develop means of at least partly reworking these scripts. Thus, despite prisons striving to stage and script carceral tours fully, individuals required to comply with these scripts are likely to partially rework them and that, at the very least, it would  be worthwhile for researchers to examine the gap between what scripted carceral tours require and what actually happens on the ground.  Thus at one level we are not surprised that Piche and Walby found carceral tours to be carefully scripted as we are all continuously and carefully presenting and re-presenting our self(s) to ourselves and to others.  We further wonder if carceral tours can be justified at least in parton the basis of what students might learn about prisons and prisoners from this experience, never mind any positive aspects of the tours for the prisoners whose lives are being ‘toured’, a point we will mention below.  And, while we concentrate in this article on the pedagogical value of students visiting a prison, we should not ignore Loic Wacquant’s (2002) plea that field researchers get ‘inside and around penal facilities to carry out intensive, close-up observation of the myriad relations they contain and support’ (pp.386–7).  Wacquant makes this point because he recognises that, paradoxically, at a time of mass or hyper incarceration, the prison and those locked up there have become all but invisible to social scientists.  For this reason Wacquant wants to ‘reinvigorate field studies of the carceral world’ (p.386).
Applying CriminologyThis article is a response to Piché and Walby.  Like all responses, it starts from a recognition of the important concerns of the authors to which it is responding – in this case, that of ensuring that the dignity of prisoners should be respected by researchers and teachers.  We share this concern, but believe that the arguments that Piché and Walby make in support of their case are flawed.  Moreover, our response is based on empirical evidence which allows us to better test Piché and Walby’s arguments.  Specifically, we use a random selection of reflective accounts which have been written up by final year criminology, sociology, psychology and law students from Birmingham City University (BCU), who, as part of the applied criminology module, have been visiting HMP Grendon for the last ten years – the only prison in England and Wales and, indeed, Europe, that wholly operates as a therapeutic community.  
And, while it is accepted that the students are touring a unique carceral environment which is unrepresentative of the penal system more generally, they nonetheless go behind the prison’s walls, meet the prisoners and staff who live and work there, and gain an all too rare opportunity to interact with offenders.  Even so, we return the uniqueness of HMP Grendon below. 
The applied criminology module has been designed to allow the students to observe how the various penological theories to which they have been introduced are put into practice in an actual prison setting.  Each year around 40 students (out of approximately 120) visit the prison to take part in a debate with the prisoners (see below), tour the jail and have lunch with the prisoners on one of the prison wings.  The tour that we offer students has been carefully conceptualised so as to enable prisoners’ voices to be brought to the forefront and in this way to help enhance students’ learning by meeting those who have previously merely been criminologically labelled in textbooks.  Our aim then, unlike that of most of the Canadian prison tours that Piché and Walby read about, was to have prisoners meeting students face-to-face as a means of providing the most pedagogically-challenging and engaging experience possible for both groups.
The timing of the tour for students has also been carefully thought through.  It comes at the stage in the module programme when students have been given lectures related to: the Origins of HM Prison Service; ‘Crisis’ and the Prison System; Can Prison Rehabilitate?; and an introductory lecture about HMP Grendon.  Limited space within the prison means that not all students taking the module can go on the ‘Grendon trip’ – as it is called – and, given the popularity of the trip (with students commenting that it was the visit to the prison that attracted them to the module), lots are held to select those who can attend.  Those who are chosen are required to write up a reflective account of their day, which becomes, in turn, their summative assessment for the module.  Those who do not go on the Grendon visit undertake more traditional assessments related to other aspects of the module.  Prior to the visit, two students volunteer as ‘proposer’ and ‘seconder’ for the planned debate and the subject of the debate is chosen through BCU staff discussion with staff at the prison.  Two prisoners are also chosen via their therapy groups to act as ‘proposer’ and ‘seconder’ for the prison – a choice made because these prisoners are seen by other prisoners on their therapy groups as likely to benefit from the experience.  Topics selected for the debate over the years have included: ‘This House would reintroduce capital punishment’; ‘Children should be seen and not heard’; and ‘This House believes that we should understand a little less, and condemn a little more’.  As such, the debate acts as a focus for the visit, and provides a common point of discussion for students and prisoners alike.  Even so, the students are encouraged to reflect on every aspect of their time at the prison within their reflective accounts.  
Before we outline the content of these reflective accounts, it is important to contextualise them by briefly describing the regime at HMP Grendon and the type of offender that it houses.

The Prison as Therapeutic Community
HMP Grendon, which opened in 1962, is unique in the penal systems of Europe and England and Wales in that it operates wholly as a therapeutic community (see Genders and Player (1995) for a general introduction to the prison), and acts as a national resource to HM Prison Service as a means of working with some of the more challenging prisoners in the prison system.  Indeed, many of those chosen for HMP Grendon have elevated scores on Hare’s Psychopathy Checklist Revised (PCL-R: Hare, Hart and Harpur 1991).  As a result of these high scores, Shine and Newton (2000) described the profile of prisoner receptions into the jail between 1995 and 2000 as ‘damaged, disturbed and dangerous’ (p.23).  There had been 607 prisoners admitted during this time frame, with an average age of 33 years, and with 88% being white.  Three-quarters of the sample were serving determinate sentences with an average sentence length just under eight years and a quarter were serving indeterminate (life) sentences with a mean tariff of twelve years.  Most in the sample were convicted of serious offences against the person.  Overall, almost half had a main current offence of violence (20% for murder and 28% for other types of violence), 28% were convicted for robbery and 15% for sexual offences.  Almost all of the receptions in this period had received one previous conviction.  As can be inferred from this description, this is not a ‘representative sample’ of those who are received into prison more generally.In their conclusions, Shine and Newton (2000) comment that receptions to the prison showed ‘high levels of psychological disturbance on psychometric assessments and often have histories of self harm and suicide attempts.  Their offending behaviour is usually serious and chronic and a substantial number have histories of pronounced institutional misconduct, sometimes severe, prior to admission.  The men also show elevated scores on measures of dangerousness and often have a high risk of reconviction’ (p.33).  Despite this somewhat unpromising offending background of its receptions, HMP Grendon – through its approach as a therapeutic community – has been able to reduce the rate of future reconvictions by those who undergo therapy by as much as a quarter.  Research conducted over a number of years by the Home Office (see, for example, Marshall 1997; Taylor 2000; Shuker and Sullivan 2010) shows that prisoners who stay at HMP Grendon for at least 18 months are much less likely to reoffend than are those from a matched sample of similarly convicted offenders elsewhere – some of whom had been accepted for admission to HMP Grendon, but for one reason or another had not been able to go to the prison. Indeed, HMP Grendon’s success in reducing reoffending compares favourably when considered against figures produced by the Ministry of Justice which demonstrated that two-thirds of all prisoners are reconvicted within two years of their release from prison, while the parallel figure for children aged under 18 years leaving prison is over 75% (Ministry of Justice 2008).  All of this background is explained to the students through lectures within the module, before their visit to the prison and the completion of their reflective accounts.  We now turn to the analysis of these accounts.
Describing their Carceral Tour
Forty reflective accounts were randomly selected for analysis. Given archiving restrictions within the university, these came from more recent trips – in 2008, 2009 and 2010. Each of the 40 accounts selected was critically analysed and subjected to a modified form of grounded theorising (Glasser and Strauss 1967; Strauss and Corbin 1998; Charmaz and Mitchell 2001).  As a result, three themes emerged that were consistent for the majority of the students.  The first two of these themes related to their expectations about the prison environment and security, with the second in particular focusing on student expectations about the prisoners and the staff.  The third theme to emerge concerned how the trip had had a profound effect on both students’ perceptions of, and attitudes toward, the prison system. The student accounts have been anonymised but we present a sample of quotations from our analysis to illustrate these themes as a form of ‘thick description’ (Geertz 1973).
Theme One  
The students’ expectations regarding the prison environment were both supported and changed and here it should be noted that HMP Grendon was opened in 1963 and, therefore, in appearance differs quite radically from the Victorian architecture that dominates much of the carceral landscape of England and Wales.  This theme has three subthemes. The first pertains to how expectations of the exterior physical structure of the prison were reinforced; the second concerns how expectations of the interior structure and décor were challenged; and, finally, the third focused on how expectations of the emotional and social environment were challenged.  
Many students noted that their expectations of both the physical structure of the outside of the prison and of security, mostly derived from documentaries and popular films such as Shawshank Redemption, were accurate.  For example, one wrote: ‘the security was similar to what has been portrayed on prison documentaries and through the media’.  Another commented: ‘When arriving at the prison it was as expected. When first reaching it, the prison looks quite miserable … huge fences which surround it, on top of which are reams of razor wire’; another noted: ‘On arrival at HMP Grendon I saw the tall walls and the large gates that I had thought would be there’.
 However, students’ expectations of the interior physical environment were disconfirmed.  Thus one student observed: ‘When we arrived in G wing1 we were taken into its main therapy room where members of the G wing therapeutic community took part in group therapy sessions.  My first observation of the wing is that it was nothing like what I was expecting’.  So, too, another commented: ‘The inside of the prison building differed from expectations.  Paintings and artwork created by the prisoners are displayed on walls and the visitors’ room is quite cheerful with flowers on each table and a room full of toys for children’. 
Furthermore, most students felt that their original notions of what to expect with regards to the interactions and relationships, both among the prisoners, and between prisoners and prison officers, as well as the emotional environment of these interactions and of the prison more generally, were disconfirmed upon entering the prison.  For example, one suggested: ‘everyone seemed to be getting along, which was quite bizarre considering we were in a prison’, with another commenting: ‘Before going to the prison, I had a completely different viewpoint … I expected the 
 G Wing held only sex offenders during the period under discussion.

atmosphere of the prison to be a miserable place surrounded by negativity and disputes … I also expected the prison officers to have a very bad attitude towards [prisoners] and to treat prisoners like scum’.  Similarly one wrote: ‘From my knowledge of prisons unfortunately via second hand knowledge I perceived the dinner canteen to be the most intimidating place within a prison due to a large number of inmates mixing with each other … To my surprise on arrival into the canteen I felt as though I was in a community centre dining room, everyone was friendly, helpful, and welcoming’.
Theme Two  
Students’ expectations of the people that they would meet within the prison were challenged by their visit.  Given the complexity of what the students described, this theme is also divided into three subthemes: expectations of prisoners; of guards; and of the staff’s honesty about undesirable incidents that had occurred at the prison.
At a most basic level the students’ expectations of the prisoners’ appearance, behaviour, intelligence, and personality traits were challenged.  Students expected most prisoners to be middle-aged, aggressive, and intimidating, with poor verbal skills, low intelligence, and distinctive physical characteristics, but these notions were disconfirmed.  As one wrote: ‘I was surprised because some of them didn’t look at all like psychopaths, serial killers or paedophiles. What I found most striking was the unexpected ease with which they spoke about the crimes that they committed’. Another, reflecting upon the formal debate held between the prisoners and students wrote: ‘Overall the prisoners engaged in the debate very well and raised some important points.  If I was not present in the debate and the notes from the debate were presented to me, I think I would have a hard time distinguishing what was said by the prisoners as opposed to what was said by the students’.  One student observed that: ‘One of the prisoners that [sic] was arguing for the prisoners said that he was nervous speaking in front of us.  I was surprised to hear this because these men had committed crimes and must have some confidence in order to carry out these acts, yet they were nervous about speaking to us’.  Another: ‘was surprised at how politely spoken some of them were and how at ease they made us feel about asking them questions … I was also shocked at how much the prisoners do care about what is going on and how the Government are ever changing the laws’.
Similarly, students expected authoritarian, cold, unemotional prison officers, but these notions were quickly disconfirmed.  One student had ‘expected the staff working at the prison to be very serious and to have quite a negative view of the prisoners.  This however was a mistaken conception and was not the case at all.  The members of the prison staff were very friendly and they had a pleasant, yet still authoritarian view of the prisoners’.  Another wrote: ‘Seeing the prison officers laughing together, the atmosphere became warmer … I was really surprised that all the members were so friendly, enjoying a relaxed environment and laughing together’.
Lastly, students expected prison staff to be more reserved about negative aspects of the prison, but these notions were disconfirmed.  One observed that: ‘When speaking to [name and title removed to ensure anonymity] I asked him if he thought that Grendon catered for ethnic minorities and to my surprise, he said “no he doesn’t believe it caters to Black and Ethnic Minority groups”.  I expected him to say yes and give me a list of reasons …’. Another noted that: ‘The representations of both prisoners and prison officers in the media are that of very rough and aggressive individuals.  Though once meeting both the prisoners and officers I found that the reality was very different, with the staff being very friendly and open ... [An] incident was brought up that had occurred a few days previously of a prisoner threatening to self harm’.
Theme Three  
Many students noted that the experience had changed them and their thoughts, attitudes, and/or behaviours with regard to incarceration.  One, for example, suggested that: ‘Grendon for me had a life changing consequence from the prison itself, the prisoners and staff.  After arriving home from Grendon I became a volunteer for victim support due to the prisoners explaining about the harm caused to their victims’.  Another wrote: ‘This day totally changed my perceptions of what prisoners are like and I am now thinking about becoming a probation officer, something I would have not considered at all before.  I know that whatever I go on to do in the future, the day I spent inside Grendon will stay with me forever’. Yet another suggested that the tour: ‘made me believe that people can change and that we should not judge such people … It would also be important to say that it is the prisoners that must want to change in order for these prisons to work’.  Finally, one student concluded that: ‘Overall, the day spent at Grendon was very valuable.  It allowed me to see that offenders were human.  Some did want to change, and there was help for them to transform the way that they viewed life’. 

Discussion
Evidence from students’ essays indicates the powerful ways in which the Grendon trip impacted on students’ understanding of prisons, of the processes and purposes of imprisonment, of what kind of people prisoners are (and can become) as well as of how prison officers can interact respectfully with prisoners.  Given that students spoke of how this visit subsequently impelled them to seriously consider becoming professionals in the carceral system, it is clear to us that the visit was worth its while for them in a number of ways and that the visit had considerable pedagogic value.  
Their comments also tell us how powerful the media are in shaping their sense of what prison is like and how those within it interact.  As Baudrillard (1988), Jameson (1983), Fisher (2009), amongst others, have noted, our sense of reality is often mediated.  In other words, the media provide us with experiences of people, places, things and events not previously encountered which we then utilise to reinterpret or even reinvent these kinds of experiences when we first encounter them.  Further, the signifiers with which reality is so mediated have now become, as Jameson (1983) noted: ‘ever more material – or, better still, literal – ever more vivid in sensory ways’ (p.138), providing a hard-to-question sense of reality, in part because the images powerfully intensify understandings without having a referential base themselves. The fact, then, that the Grendon tour could challenge students’ prior representations of prisons, prisoners, prison officers and their interactions indicates the positive effect that the Grendon trip has had on at least some student participants.  Indeed, students’ comments under theme three indicate that they wish to develop these new representations further by pursuing a professional career in the carceral system. Students’ perceptions and prior understandings of what prisoners looked like and how they acted were also challenged.  Their comments indicate that the media have much to answer for in representing prisoners as inarticulate, unreflective and aggressive (Wilson and O’Sullivan 2004).  Students found that prisoners were articulate, thoughtful, and able to engage with one another and with prison officers. Prisoners simply did not fit into students’ rather crude, mediated stereotypes, if not caricatures, of what prisoners were like.  On the one hand the fact that prisoners did not seem to look like the kind of people who committed the kinds of heinous acts that at least some had committed is a factor that the feminist literature has long noted – how many men look like the caricature of a rapist, for example?  On the one hand the fact that prisoners did not seem to look like the kind of people who committed the kinds of heinous acts that at least some had committed is a factor that the feminist literature has long noted - how many men look like the caricature of a rapist, for example?  On the other hand, students’ perceptions of prisoners and officers as decent human beings adds to and enhances their perceptions of the prison interior as a space of and for respectful engagement with others which undoubtedly lends itself to the possibility for rehabilitation.  Further, feminism and critical pedagogy have long noted (see, for example, Freire 1996; hooks 1994; Giroux 1992; Greene 1993), that treating students with respect and dignity enhances students’ capacity to engage with learning, a point to which we will return below.  Here we note that affirming and respectful interactions between prisoners and prison staff seem to have had a comparable effect on prisoners (undoubtedly enhanced by being accompanied by a therapeutic process). This first theme links with the second which elaborates students’ perceptions of prisoners, prison officers and the ways in which prison officers presented at least some aspects of prisoner conduct to students.  Theme two additionally speaks to the ways that organising a debate between students and prisoners – and being able to speak directly with prisoners about the acts they committed – indicates that at least at HMP Grendon, the tour, while planned, was not so scripted as to prevent prisoners from presenting their reflective selves to students.  Indeed, one student’s comments on the strength of prisoners’ arguments vis-á-vis those of students in the debate indicate that the debate offered prisoners a chance to show the insights that they had gained whilst at HMP Grendon, which itself further challenged students’ stereotypes about prisoners. This challenge to students is evident by one student’s observation about how prisoners were able to talk ‘with ease’ about the crimes that they had committed.  Further, students commented on how impressed they were with prisoners’ ‘expert knowledge’ about the prison system and government policy on prison.  These factors indicate that prisoners were offered the opportunity to present to, and have affirmed by, a new audience of (developing) experts, their growing, and apparently critical, knowledge of the world into which they have been placed. 
Students’ further comments on prison officers interacting amicably with one another and being critical about potential limits to support for minority ethnic prisoners and about the fact that their rehabilitative efforts were not always successful (as indicated by a prisoner trying to self-harm several days prior to the Grendon trip), suggest that this tour was not so scripted as to leave out challenging aspects of prison organisation and prisoners’, at least sometimes, mixed responses to therapeutic efforts.  If anything, the ‘impression management’ engaged in had the effect of encouraging students to challenge their prior understandings of prison, prisoners and prison guards, at least in the context of the therapeutic community that HMP Grendon provided for those within it. 
The challenge to students’ prior understandings further brought at least some of them to rethink not just their ideas about prisons, prisoners and prison officers but their own future professional relationship to the criminal justice system.  As the third theme indicates, some students were impressed with the ways that some prisoners were recognising that their criminal activity had had serious consequences for their victims, which led other students to comment on the ways that prisoners had been able to change in the therapeutic context of HMP Grendon.  The fact that prisoners were capable of changing apparently gave students hope that the prison system offered prisoners more opportunities for self-development and responsibility than they had previously imagined.  This, in turn, impacted on at least some students’ reported career plans at that point in time.  Further research would be needed to determine if these reported career plans continued into the future and, further, if/how students’ later work with the prison system meshed with the day that they had spent at HMP Grendon.
As a response to Piche and Walby we have largely concentrated on the pedagogic value of the tour, although there is also some sociological value in the trip as a research tool.  Indeed, at the most basic level, the fact that there was such a disjuncture between the interior and exterior physical environment spoke volumes to us about how Grendon staff have sought to reconfigure the prison environment so that prisoners (and their families) experience this prison space as more affirming and enabling than has been and is normally the case in the rest of the prison estate.  In particular, the presence of prisoners’ creative efforts on the prison’s walls and other spaces suggests that what Grendon is offering is rehabilitation rather than singularly focusing on punishment and exclusion from society, as the prison’s rather imposing exterior would at first glance imply.  This does not seem to be a “fantasy” of rehabilitation and the reconviction statistics that we have pointed to demonstrates how this interior physical environment that was observed is the backdrop to real and sustained change. 

The therapeutic focus at HMP Grendon is clearly not typical of the penal estate of England and Wales and it is perhaps this exceptionalism that is at the forefront of its long-standing and continuing willingness to facilitate the prisoner-student debate.  Grendon is also unique in that its population has almost uniformly committed more extreme offences than those typically found in the overall prison system. Indeed, it is this unique prison population that makes the evidence gathered here even more impressive.  However, given this exceptionalism we accept that it is arguable whether the students would have undergone the same change of attitude had they – as Wacquant did – visit a large, overcrowded, inner city prison.  Perhaps if a tour of that type of prison had been undertaken in this country then Piche and Walby’s argument that carceral tours enacted a fantasy of rehabilitation, allowing prisoners’ bodies to be treated as a spectacle for public consumption, and relegating prisoners to the margins might have been realised.  But, even so, given that they were not at HMP Grendon, what should we conclude about the “Grendon trip” as a carceral tour?

Conclusion
The evidence presented in the paper about a specific carceral tour within a unique penal environment disconfirms all three arguments suggested by Piche and Walby. Thus, students treated information learned through their interactions with prisoners, particularly regarding the benefits of the therapy sessions, with a healthy level of scepticism. Moreover, the debate and meal with the prisoners was not characterised by the spectacle of “viewing the other” but by a process that recognised that the day was a shared experience and thus had value to both students and prisoners alike.  Lastly, we would contend that this experience, rather than relegating prisoners to the margins, facilitated mutual respect between these two groups and, in doing so, helped overcome ethical anxieties about the dignity of those being “toured”.

All of this begs the question as to whether there should be more tours of prisons of the type undertaken by these groups of students at HMP Grendon?  Here the reality of Grendon’s exceptionalism has to again be remembered.  The simple fact is that because HMP Grendon is unique it is unlikely that tours of other – more typical – prisons in England and Wales would have the same impact as the “Grendon trip”, although it would be interesting to discover the extent of such carceral tours if they exist and then consider what has been their impact.  Are such tours undertaken by other universities of their local prisons?  Is evidence from such tours if they do take place systematically collected?  Might such carceral tours actually confirm prejudices about prisoners and imprisonment rather than challenge student assumptions?  However, even if this might be the case, that does not alter our view about the value of this specific carceral tour – the “Grendon trip” – either as a pedagogic or as a sociological tool.  Indeed, at a time when it is clear that HMP Grendon is fighting for survival (Wilson, 2010) we would suggest that more people should visit the prison so as to discover how a prison could be organised to help some dangerous, damaged and difficult men overcome their offending behaviour.  Indeed it is encouraging but somewhat surprising that the therapeutic communities of HMP Grendon have been able to survive at all, and so we might also see the prison’s continued, albeit precarious existence, as telling us something about the place of punishment versus rehabilitation in contemporary approaches to the punishment.  In the socially shaped struggle between the degree to which prison has been a site of discipline and punishment or of rehabilitation (Foucault 1977; Ignatieff, 1978; Sim, 1990; Carlen, 1990; Mathiesen, 1990; Sim, 2009) Grendon needs all the help that it can get to articulate a philosophy of what might be possible within “the belly of the beast”.



Notes
1	G Wing held only sex offenders during the period under discussion.
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